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nearly unmediated; we needn’t know a lot about standard botanical characteristics
of these species, differences from, and similarities to, other related wildflowers,
their ecological niche, and so on, to gain an intense aesthetic satisfaction from the
experience.
But it is easy to overstate the difference between these two modes of apprecia-
tion. The aesthetic enjoyment of artworks is not purely a matter of locating them
in a field of categories and concepts; nor is the enjoyment of nature a purely
‘unmediated concession to sense over thought. Nothing is more evident in the
enterprise of appreciation than that each of these modes of awareness feeds off the
other. We obviously, and habitually, deploy concepts, techniques, ways of speak-
ing, background assumptions, analogies, allusions, and notions of aesthetic rele-
 vance that work for us in one domain because they work for us in the other. Itis
‘useful to see a sea fog as reminiscent of a Whistler Nocturne precisely because it
calls our attention to features of an ambient sensory environment that come to the
foreground only in light of our prior experience of the artwork. And it is useful to
see a sunset as particularly splendid because our eyes have been trained to see
splendor in sunsets by contemplating Turners. To generalize the point, our experi-
_ence in reflecting on the aesthetic qualities of artworks serves us well in regarding
analogous properties throughout life, not only in thinking about the qualities and
ompositions of nature, but in thinking about those of interior design, automobiles,
rose, politics, and the pattern of living we create daily. And, similarly, our famil-
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es in the fact that, although we are reasonably confident of the critical and ana-
cal framework appropriate to intelligent appreciation of artworks, we are less
nfident of the corresponding framework of ideas appropriate to intelligent
opreciation of natural objects. We are generally prepared to believe that our aes-

like Allen Carlson and Marcia Eaton, insist that there are, after all,
tegories and concepts that can be deployed to help aesthetic Jjudgments in respect

atural objects assume the legitimacy, such as it is, of aesthetic Judgments in the
world. N on-conceptualists, like Arnold Berleant, Emily Brady, and Noél Carroll

sist that the fundamental twist in our view of nature is a liberation of reflection
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into our assessment of the glass flower’s beauty? But are not these factors con-
tributors to the model’s worth in ways other than in the respect of beauty (and other
exclusively aesthetic considerations)? It is tempting to think that we should be able
to discount all the background factors—including everything relating to the two
objects’ disparate causal histories, insurable values, age, and so on—so as to iso-
late the immediate, foreground sensory experience in which they are alike. After
all, aesthetic regard concerns itself fundamentally with the manifold of sensory
awareness, and not with all that causes it or is caused by it. So it would seem rea-
sonable to conclude that if the glass chicory and the living chicory look the same,
then, so far as the sense of sight is concerned at least, the two should be deemed
equally beautiful, perhaps even aesthetically identical.

To extend the hypothesis, we might suppose that a team of latter-day super-
Blaschkas, empowered with all the tools of modern simulation technology, might
set about to replicate each of the other sensible characteristics of chicory in a syn-
thetic model. The olfactory qualities would prove no problem to any modern per-
fumier; chicory has a very faint and unsubtle fragrance. The gustatory qualities
might be more of a challenge; chicory is famous for its distinctive flavor, which
many people believe (wrongly, I think) improves the taste of coffee. Still, were
native chicory not so widely available (if an epidemic plant disease were to deprive
all living chicory plants of their characteristic tang), it is a virtual certainty that
chemical laboratories could soon produce an artificial chicory flavoring satisfac-
tory to the most discerning chicory-coffee aficionado. (And perhaps they already
have.) It is easy to imagine that synthetic fiber scientists could replicate the tactile
qualities of all parts of the chicory plant, not only its general feel, but its mal-
leability, ductility, tensile stren » etc. And, whatever minimal sounds the plant
makes in this or that atmospheric condition could be easily synthesized in any
well-equipped sound studio. So, the success of such a venture in plant synthesis is
certainly not beyond imagining. Let us assume, then, that we have two specimens
_at our disposal, a real chicory plant and an artificial chicory plant that cannot be
_ distinguished from it on any sensory basis. Must we now accept the conclusion
_that the two are aesthetically identical, so that anything we are warranted in say-
 ing pertinent to the aesthetic status of the one we must be willing to say about the
 other, and any response we make to either must be made to both?

Some people will no doubt find this an easy question. They will say that the
- hypothesis has been forged in such a way as to exclude any basis of discrimination
- between the two, so that the question answers itself. Just as an animal breeder who
_1s presented with a creature and its perfect clone cannot tell them apart (for that’s
- what it means to be a perfect clone), the aesthetic judge who is presented with a
real plant and its perfect synthetic replica cannot, ex hypothesi, draw an aesthetic
distinction between them. But others will resist the pull of the hypothesis. They
will wish to answer the question in the negative because they think that, the phys-
ical identity of the two plants notwithstanding, something is present in the natural
plant and absent in the artificial plant that bears importantly on how the two are
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seen. There is an important difference, they will want to insist, between perceiv-
ing a set of characteristics in an object and perceiving that same set of character-
istics as natural to that object. To perceive something as a product of nature is not
to perceive one more thing about it; it is to change the way we perceive everything
about it.

This response is pretty much the one Immanuel Kant gave to the question more
than two hundred years ago. In The Critique of Judgment, Kant commended the
observer who takes an immediate interest in the natural rather than artifactual
beauty, and went so far as to say that the former perspective is favorable to a cer-
tain moral feeling (and is indeed “a mark of a good soul”). His way of delineating
the patural and artifactual frames of mind draws him directly into our conundrum:

The e i ion i
Hone _uwwwcm:m.s@ to this question is that we value the naturalness of the naty 1
se 1t is full of a past and a future bound up with the rest of nature mwM

He who by himself (and without any design of communicating his observations
to others) regards the beautiful figure of a wild flower ... with admiration and
love; who would not willingly miss it in nature although it may bring him some
damage; who still less wants any advantage from it—he takes an immediate and
also an intellectual interest in the beauty of nature. That is, it is not merely the
form of the product of nature which pleases him, but its very presence pleases
him....

But it is noteworthy that if we secretly deceived this lover of the beautiful by
planting in the ground artificial flowers (which can be manufactured exactly like
real ones) ... and he discovered the deceit, the immediate interest that he previ-
ously took in them would disappear at once, though perhaps a different interest,
viz. the interest of vanity in adorning his chamber with them for the eyes of oth-
ers, would take its place. This thought then must accompany our intuition and
refiection on beauty, viz. that nature has produced it; and on this alone is based

the immediate interest that we take in it.2
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theoretical mode of regard into an artworld. It is tempting to think that a parallel
answer should be available in the case of the Blaschka chicory and its real-world
look-alike. It is tempting, that is to say, to suppose that the difference between the
artifact and the natural object should be, like the difference between the artwork
and the quotidian artifact, resolvable by invoking the interpretive lens of theory.
But is there an “is” of natural aesthetic identification? Is there, that is to say, a spe-
cial mode of deeming that uniquely applies to natural objects in the appreciation
of their aesthetic features?

Some philosophers seem to think there is. On their view, we implicitly invoke it

when we view nature as natural. Like Danto’s artworld, the natureworld, if we can
cail it that, becomes discernible (and properly appreciable) only in an atmosphere
of history and theory—natural history and scientific theory, as it usually turns out.
Underlying such a view is the conceptualist assumption that the way we come to
understand things in general—the way we see them for what they are—is by
invoking the right conceptual sorting devices (categories, taxonomic divisions,
classes of similar types, and the like) and subsuming instances under them. Thus,
the this-and-here item is made intelligible as an example of a given sort. It is by
invoking the concept “sonata” that a certain form of musical composition can be
heard for what it is, as making sense and being good, bad, or indifferent, as hav-
ing features that are standard for works of its type and allow us to become aware
of the Gestalt it shares with other relevantly similar works.8 Warhol’s Brillo Box
falls away from its real-world look-alikes when, and only when, it is seen through
the concept of Pop Art construction. If it were not subsumed under the category of
Pop Art artifact (or some similar Gestalt-indicating concept), it would fail to qual-
ify at all as a work of art. By parity of reasoning, one might suppose that the
Blaschka chicory falls apart from its real-world chicory counterpart just when the
former is seen through the concept of a museum model of display and the latter is
seen through the biological concept appropriate to its species and type.

Applying the general conceptualist assumption to natural objects, the twofold
claim is first, that, if the concepts and categories we have chosen are the right ones,
they give us a “fix” on the nature of these objects, and thus provide us with a nec-
essary (although certainly not a sufficient) condition for appreciating, judging, or
simply contemplating them; and second, that there are concepts and categories
appropriate to the aesthetic contemplation of natural objects. The dominant view
is that, in today’s world,” these concepts and categories are supplied by natural his-
tory and natural science; these are what give us the true and objective account of
nature and its contents.

Non-conceptualists argue that the role of theory in natural aesthetics is quite the
opposite. Whereas, they insist, it is appropriate to regard human-made things as fit-
ting into, and evaluated under, human-made categories and concepts, it is dis-
tortive and misleading to impose the same sorts of cognitive constraints on nature.
After all, nature is free, unbounded by classifications in its splendid diversity, and
potentially open to perceptual delight in endlessly various ways. To burden it with

IV. Science and the Nature of Nature
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and responding that is fitted to the natural order. What we have oombo to kn .
about nature objectively is cumulated in natural science. Therefore, natural mo»o%ﬁwm
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provides the only reasonable basis for appreciation of natural objects, correspond-
ing in its own way to our developed standards of appreciation in the arts (knowl-
edge of types, traditions, historical deviations, and so on). Relying on natural sci-
ence, we can appreciate the chicory plant as an environmentally integral
component in the wider natural order. Relying on natural science, we can see how
this specimen is relevantly like and unlike others. This way of viewing the chico-
ry plant affirms that this object is situated in a natural environment, and that is
essential to our seeing it (aesthetically and otherwise) for what it is.!!

The first problem with this argument is that it wrongly assumes that there is in
the natural world a fact of the matter and that this fact is especially accessible to
science. We should remember that it is the business of science to see what is sim-
ilar as alike, and what happens as conforming to common rules of action. The artist
may be struck with a feature of this particular chicory plant that leads her to take
delight in it especially—say, the way that branch catches the light and brings it up
against the shadow of the stalk. And so may we delight in it as admirers of the nat-
ural beauty of the plant apart from any artistic objective. But, science doesn’t help
us here. Science looks at the plant as chicory and sees it as an exemplar whose ;
properties are tied to its type. To see the chicory plant as chicory is not to seeitin ~ tern I observe are swifts or larks, whether the leaf f:
the full range of its appearance. Categories are sometimes helpful in framing our ~ Whether I am on a salt marsh OM river eaf falls @cﬂ amaple or an ash
experience of nature (or in inducing a conspectus of attention); but sometimes they estuary. My aesthetic attention is drawn to
aren’t. A given object may fit in several categories, or uncertainly in any category,
or (especially in the case of objects of first impression) in no category at all.

; but, even as we move about in it
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events as subject to generally applicable laws. The eye of the aesthetic observer,
whether trained on artworks or on nature, is concerned to see unique aspects of
things—how this odd clump of chicory catches the afternoon light, how this shat-
tering icepack sounds, how this waterfall spray feels. Not qua chicory, qua
icepack, gua waterfall; but simply gua this-here-object-of-regard.

Second, in our experience of nature, the object of contemplation is often not :
thing that has a scientifically recognized type, but rather an indefinable constella
tion of features. Nature does nct consist of a sum of natural kinds. Much of wha

tantly free of the type itself.
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not provide an account of the nature of nature needed to support the particular
forms of appreciation we often bring to natural experience. By being indelibly
committed to the cognitive, the categorial, and the regular, science provides no
means of illuminating those aspects of our reflection on natural objects that is non-
cognitive, particular, and anomalous. -

V. Imagination and the Limits of the Natural

. i : , there is no denyin i i
about which scientists know a lot. Second 552 N elearly e is o

Homoom.oz. on natural objects. Third, imaginatio
appreciative involvement with anything. It ough

Those who find the conceptualist position unacceptable may be inclined to agree
with the view advanced by a host of non-conceptualists that aesthetic regard for
natural objects is mainly a matter of imagination, or something like it, rather than
understanding. The idea here is that certain aspects of our awareness not compre-
hended in any of our scientific categories are central to our genuine appreciation
of aesthetic objects. Emily Brady emphasizes the role of imagination. Nogl Car-
roll emphasizes the role of emotional arousal. Arnold Berleant emphasizes the role
of personal engagement with the environment. Other theorists emphasize other
aspects of awareness. What binds them together is their common commitfent to
a view that the central features of natural aesthetic awareness are detached from
concepts.

Kant, again, is the inspiration for those who want to take the appreciation of
nature around the subjective turn. By urging us to see beauty judgments as cut off
from information about their objects, he freed our sense of beauty from its intel-
lectual entanglements. But Kant did not think that, under his theory, just anythin
you please could be beautiful. And, similarly, non-conceptualists have to draw a
line between what they think is a reasonable attribution of aesthetic value and wha
is not. - I .

The problem here seems to lie with the notion of imagination (and allied non ;S%HMHMAMM MMWMoWMz_M T instances, That i
cognitive vectors of appreciation). As some theorists see it, imagination is a fre counterparts, the “is” of artistic j :
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focusing on the wholeness and integrity of a situation in creating conditions fo tion, the roles of oo=<@=ﬁ.m arge. If there is an “is” of natural aesthetic identifica-
our engagement with it.17 But the fundamental problem with these views and all v i itis, in a se Hozmg and consent are minimal. As Danto has repeatedly
other non-conceptualist approaches is the inherent limitlessness of the non-con w<w o? 18e, theory that makes art possible. But it isn’t theory that
ceptual. If, as between understanding and imagination, nature is committed to cory plant possible. The “natureworld.” if that is what we want
unrestricted province of the latter, there can be no bounds on s&m% we make of it some ways quite independent of our jud ¢ experience (actual and possible), is in
A river can be a coogm&ﬂ and a star can be a good luck charm.! . ‘ The second point is that takin our ju gments. ‘

A second problem with the non-conceptual approach has been pointed out bs of regarding it as non-hy € 2 natural object as natural is not simply a matter
Carlson. It is that the more nature is regarded as a realm free from the und world, most of what w e éﬂwwwmamaw.“wuﬁmﬁ cmm should admit that, in our modern
standing-marshaling influence of science, the more it becomes a mystery—alien made. We have carved out th © ol “namral i already, to some degree, human-
aloof, distant, unknowable. It is a short step from declaring natural beauty ineff: eserved other areas for limit Mmﬂomm we .88: :.u leave “anspoiled,” and we have
ble to declaring it unintelligible. The more mysterious nature is made to appe et a sense of what nature W MMMJWM& .wr s ammﬂ ihose who see them will

; - Sunsets often look the way they do

VL Syncretic Aesthetics

?mﬂ H Want to argue for here is both a way of addressin
n.ﬁ; views I'have described and of re-integrating our thinki
E.Hmﬂ I'will draw upon the prior discussi

&a: pull them together to reach a co
- Imagination.

H@mwwvm%ww_ﬂmmwmmhw MMN vm.ﬂwso ngmm look alike (and are in all other sensible

| i €), then they are aesthetic twins. So, if th i

_ 1y and its synthetic counterpart are indistinguishable in th vt responte a0

g the cleft between the
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an eagle, and even that it is a rare bird, a bald eagle. I am also aware that, in an

because of pollution we create. When a great glacier calves, and tons of ice plum-
met into the sea, part of the job was done by gravity and part by the heat we have
been injecting into the atmosphere. But, second, nature is not confined to what
nature-seeking tourists come to see. The volvox colony in the microscope is
nature; Orion’s belt in the evening sky is nature; the bulge of my tulip in the spring
earth is nature; my sneeze is nature. When we speak about nature in general we are
inclined to talk about the kind of experience folks have when they get out of their
urban environments to see the unspoiled world beyond. But, there is no truly
unspoiled world. And there is a natural world right there in the place they left.
Clouds come everywhere, as do bugs and weeds.

The third point is that the perspective of science is not the perspective most peo-
ple bring to the experience of nature; and it is rarely the source of the delight we
experience when we enjoy natural beauty. There are, to be sure, moments when we
take pleasure in seeing this or that object as one of its type, a rocky promontory as
an example of geologic upthrust, for example. But there are, equally, moments
when our aesthetic pleasure consists in deliberate attention to nameless congeries
of natural occurrences. One summer, on the Oregon coast, I knelt down to observe
the ever-shifting patterns resulting from the intersection of multi-colored beach
sand and streams running to the sea. There was a wonderful confluence of shapes
and colors, fascinating in their sinuous interaction and dissipation. It was simply
beautiful, so beautiful that dragging myself away from it was almost painful. But appreciation. I do not want to den that th

there was no thought that it was beautiful as a this or that. In all of its aesthetic Y hat the more we know about something the
qualities, this call-it-what-you-will owed no debt to concepts.

The fourth point is that imagination is never unbridled. As Kant argued, when
the imagination is stimulated, the understanding is too, in its way. And if we think
we are, as non-conceptualists sometimes suggest, disposed to regard aesthetic
objects as stimuli for any fantastic association we may call up (so that a raven

NMMMMWMOMH %@S%Hmo:m.o MM the eagle’s beauty, or the beauty of its flight. If on some

. T¢ 10 mistake a hawk for the eagle, but its fli | i

Just as beautiful as the eagle flight—_ aking :m.mrﬁ: o

hor i e atul gle flight—I would be making a mistake in science, but

mgﬁﬂw& F%.oz can we Q.Bﬁw from these observations? Perhaps the most important
'€ point is that, in thinking about the aesthetic qualities of a natural object, we

might be a writing desk, say), then all aesthetic bets are off. Anything can be any- order of being that has its own modes of growth and ;

thing. But, if non-conceptualism restricts itself to the claim that things need not be its own inter-relatedness. To see smﬁqm;mc@m e acvelopment, its own histo-

regarded as what they are usually taken to be, or what their standard classification textualize it in that way. But to say this is not t uty as natural is necessarily to con-

makes them, then the point can bear the weight it needs to bear in the current con- nature are to be understood through ﬁmao:_mw MMMMMM@WMM% of the contents of
. concepts, EoE&:m

troversy. Imagination works to see thises as thats. A cloud can be a bear, a disk of those of science. Rather. a iati ;
metal can be a dollar, and a sunset can be a display of colors and forms that stim- » _bpreciating a chicory plant, an eagle’s flight, a pattern
ulate delight, remind us of death, call up the pallet of Turner, and so on.

The fifth point is that there is nothing about either science or imagination that argely constitute these phe Lo
precludes both from cooperating in the intelligent appreciation of natural objec blenomena, we instinctively draw on a repertory of
As it happens, there is a pair of bald eagles nesting near my home. When I see one
of them soaring over the neighborhood, I am delighted. I am aesthetically please .
But my pleasure in the flight of this great bird does not depend very much on'm limbs in mannerist paj

painters of th :

recognition that, in the ornithological taxonomy, this is a bald eagle. Nor, for th ¢ Northern Renaissance (Cranach, say). But, to
matter, that it serves as a patriotic icon in our country. I see it swoop over the wate;

hover overhead, swinging its great white head this way and that, then sail up on
draft, and disappear into the distance. I am certainly aware that it’s a bird, that it pply to all manner of objects have been finely honed. Tf T have b
: . ave become aware of
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certain tonal modulations by listening to Handel flute sonatas, I am not turning the
similar sounds I hear in the forest into ersatz flute sonatas. I am simply using the
aesthetic skills I have to make the attention I pay to natural beauty pay off.

Now, suppose, having steeped myself in the study of landscape paintings in all
the great museums, I step out into a setting that a landscape painter would very
likely have found a fit subject for portrayal. When I look at the natural scene, do [
then necessarily see it as a scene—as scenic? Because my head is full of art, do I
aestheticize nature in such a way as to make it artificial? I might, but I don’t see
why I must. No more than a summer on a farm would make me look at bucolic
paintings as especially natural. The truth of the matter is that, as Eaton has point-
ed out, .
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